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REMARKS 

The Applicant thanks the Examiner for granting the personal interview of April 11, 
2006. The Substance of the Interview can be found below. 

(A) The Applicant's product, namely an autostereoscopic display panel, was shown as an 

exhibit A computer-processed image was provided on a backlighting panel and a 
parallax screen was laid on top of the image to show the 3D effect 

(B) Claims 1, 17 and 24 were discussed 

(C) The specific prior art discussed were cited references by Sandor, Nomura, and Van 

BerkeL 

(D) No amendments of a substantive nature were proposed. 

(E) The Applicant argued that (1) the cited references did not show all of the elements of 

the claims, and (2) that the references could not be combined because the 
described product would not be functional. The Examiner disagreed on both 
points. 

(F) The §1 12 rejection was also discussed 

(G) An agreement was reached concerning the §112 rejection. No agreement was reached 

concerning the §103 rejections. 

The application now has claims 1-18, 20-22. and 38-47. Claims 38-47 are new. 
Claims 19 and 23-37 have been canceled. The new claims are fully supported by the description 
as originally filed, and support can be found in several instances of the description, such as in 
paragraphs [046] to [049], No new subject matter has been added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 tfS.C §112 

Claims 1-22, 24-26, 28, 30-37 are rejected under 35 U.S-C 112(1) for failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. Specifically, the Examiner states that the specification 
and claims fail to teach how an image and a parallax barrier as recited in claims 1,17, and 24 are 
able to generate auto-stereo three-dimensional views from a plurality of points of view. 
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Claims 1, 17, and 24 have been amended to overcome this rejection. As agreed upon 
by the Examiner during the personal interview of April 11, 2005, the term "auto-stereoscopic 
view" has been inserted into the claim to clearly indicate that the pixels are auto-stereoscopic 
related. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 19 has been cancelled and therefore, the objection to this claim is now moot. 

Claims 1-22, 24-26, 28, and 30-37 are objected to for various informalities. The 
Examiner states the terms "celT, "information", "pixels" are still ambiguous. The term 
information refers to what is being viewed by the viewer. The term pixel should not be 
ambiguous, as it is well known in the art to be a "picture element". The term cell is further 
defined in the present amendment. The Examiner states the phrase "to prevent image bleeding 
between the cells" is confusing and indefinite. This term should now be clear with the present 
amendment It should be clear that the intent is to have the pixels from a cell viewed from a 
single aperture at once. To view pixels from a second cell from a same aperture would constitute 
image bleeding. 



35 U<S<C. §103 

Claims 1-22, 24-26, 28, 30-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over reissued patent Re35 t 029 to Sandor et al. in view of patents issued to Berkel 
and to Nomura et al. The Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection for the following reasons. 

A prima facie case of obviousness has not been established. There must be a basis in 
the art for combining or modifying refernces. As per MPEP §2143.01 : 

'The mere fact that references can be combined or modified does not 
render the resultant combination obvious unless the prior art also suggest 
the desirability of the combination. In re Milts, 916 F.2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 
1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990)" 

This basis has not been shown or demonstrated by the Examiner. In addition, "obviousness 
cannot be established by combining the teachings of rhe prior art to produce the claimed 
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invention, absent some teaching, suggestion or incentive supporting combination." ACS Hospital 
Systems, Inc. v. Montefiore Hospital, 732 F *.2d 1572, 1577, 221 USPQ 929, 933 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 
This teaching, suggestion, or incentive supporting combination has not been put forth by the 
Examiner. The Examiner maintains that "it would have been obvious to a person skilled in the 
art to apply the teachings of Van Berkel et al. and Nomura et aL to modify the image cells and 
the parallax barrier screen with the specific arrangement of the image cells and apertures 
accordingly for the benefit of reducing cross talk between the image cells to ensure good image 
intensity quality of the auto-stereoscopic image viewed". There is no reason why this would have 
been obvious to the person skilled in the art, based solely on the teachings of Sandor, Van 
Berkel, and Nomura. 

The courts have numerous times stated that the test for obviousness cannot be met by 
simply saying that the basis for combining references comes from "common knowledge" or is 
"common sense". There must be some logical reason apparent from the evidence of record that 
would justify a combination or modification of references. In re Regel, 188 USPQ 132 (CCPA 
1975). Accordingly, even if all elements of a claim axe disclosed in various prior art references, 
the claimed invention taken as a whole cannot be said to be obvious without some reason given 
in the prior ait why one of ordinary skill would have been prompted to combine the teachings of 
the references to arrive at the claimed invention. 

In addition to the absence of a basis in the art for combining or modifying the 
references, the Applicant hereby submits that the references are not properly combinable or 
modifiable since such a combination would cause their intended function to be destroyed. 

Hie Applicant hereby submits that there are differeing types of technologies to create 
an autostereoscopic display. At least three different ones are strip barriers, slit-type barriers, and 
lenticular screens as barriers. Since the barrier is different, the image and the lighting provided 
behind the image must also be adapted to correspond accordingly. Sandor teaches the use of strip 
barriers. Van Berkel describes the use of a lenticular screen ( u an array fo parallel, optically 
cylindricaJly converging lenticules, for example formed as plano-convex cylindrical lenses or 
graded refractive index cylindrical lenses, each of which overlies a respective group of columns 
of display elements" (col. 5, lines 1-4)). Nomura teaches the use of slit-type barrier screens. 
Therefore, individual elements cannot be taken from each of these three references and combined 
together. This would be incompatible. 
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The CCPA and the Federal Circuit have consistently held that when a §103 rejection 
is based upon a modification of a reference that destroys the intent, purpose, or function of the 
invention disclosed in the reference, such a proposed modification is not proper and the prima 
facie case of obviousness cannot be properly made. 

Claims 17-20 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over reissued 
patent to Sandor et al. (Re. 35,029). This rejection is traversed for the following reason. 

While the Examiner states that Sandor teaches a slit-type barrier screen, this is false. 
Sandor specifically teaches a strip barrier screen, which as stated above, differs from a slit-type 
barrier screen. Therefore, the Examiner's rejection is defective and the Applicant respectfully 
requests that it be withdrawn. 

Claims 24-26, 28, and 30-37 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over reissued patent to Sandor et al. (Re. 35,029) in view of Berkel and Nomura et al. Since these 
claims have been canceled, the rejection is moot. 

In view of the foregoing, the Applicant believes the present application to be 
patentable and early and favorable notice is earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 
acette et al. 
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